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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: RCE filed 04/08/2005 to application filed 
on 02/14/2001. 

2. Claims 1, 9, 17 are amended. 

3. Claims 1-17 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 9, and 17 are independent claims. 

4. The rejections in previous office action have been withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

Claim Rejections -35 use §101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claims 1-16, the claims limitations are not written in the technological arts. 
As such they could be carried out in a piece of paper with a grid on it. The claim limitations are 
not tangibly embodied on a computer, computer readable medium or other statutory device. 

Regarding independent claim 17, claim 17 is a computer program product for 
performing the method of claim 1 . However, such program could be carried in a piece of paper 
with program codes on it, since the preamble claimed that "computer readable program code 
means embodied therein for causing the processing of a structural document to remove 
ambiguities . . .". Therefore, such program is not tangibly embodied on a computer, computer 
readable medium or statutory device. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

(b) This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the 
time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the 
obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly 
owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1-7 and 9-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hsing et al., US 2002/0023113 Al, priority filed 08/2000 in view of Gairai , US 2002/0002566 
Al, filed 07/16/1998, and Pasetes. Jr. et al., US 5,202,977, patented 1993. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Hsing teaches the steps of: 

- representing the structural document as a hierarchical tree structure (Hsing, page 2, 
paragraph 22; representing the XML document as a hierarchy structure wherein each 
node corresponds to an XML tag); 

- receiving translation rules and grouping defined with reference to the hierarchical tree 
structure (Hsing, page 1, paragraph 6; page 3, paragraph 26; page 5, paragraph 42; 
"When data in the XML document is added, deleted, or modified, the DOM also 
changes to reflect the modification"); 

- creating a dynamic translation table for said hierarchical tree structure (Hsing, 
abstract and page 2, paragraph 19; page 5, paragraph 42; updating the DOM tree 
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using created event table which holds events corresponding to each mutation to the 
XML document and decision rules); and 

automatically generating a modified hierarchical tree structure representing the 
structural document in accordance with the translation rules (Hsing, page 5, 
paragraph 48; updating the DOM to conform to the mutations). 
Hsing teaches Document Object Model (DOM) provides an interface for accessing and 
manipulating an XML document (Hsing, page 1, paragraph 5; and page 2, second column, 
paragraph 22; DOM having an interface with the XML document such that each said XML tag 
corresponds to a node in the DOM). However, does not explicitly disclose identifying 
ambiguities within a structural document to include data loops that are not marked as loops; data 
loop grouping options defined by a user in a static translation table; resolving said ambiguities; 
and generating a modified hierarchical tree structure in according with the grouping options. 
Gajraj teaches the steps of: 

identifying ambiguities within a structural document; receiving translation rules and 
grouping options defined by a user in a static translation table with reference to the 
hierarchical tree structure; creating a dynamic translation table to resolve said 
ambiguities for said hierarchical tree structure (Gajraj, page 3, paragraph 42; page 4, 
paragraphs 85-89; page 5, paragraphs 103-1 13, 120; page 6; paragraph 128-133; 
figures 4, 6, 7, 15 and 17; mapping and resolving ambiguous rules are used to 
transform hierarchical structure document A to hierarchical structure document B; 
wherein the mapping and resolving ambiguous rules are defined by the user through 
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GUI. Creating a dynamic mapping table to resolve ambiguities (fig. 7, box 370 and 
fig.l7,box460)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Gajraj and Hsing to include a friendly user interface for 
the user, since this would have allowed users define rules besides predefined rules for accessing 
and manipulating the DOM tree in transformation process. 

Pasetes teaches: 

identifying ambiguities within a structural document to include data loops that are not 
marked as loops; representing the structural document as a hierarchical tree structure 
(Pasetes, fig.9; col. 17, line 42 ~ col. 18, line 29; identifying beginning and ending of 
loops that are not marked as loops); 

- receiving translation rules and data loop grouping options defined by a user in a static 
translation table with reference to the hierarchical tree structure (Pasetes, col. 7, lines 
64-68; col.15, lines 64 - col.l6, lines 15; col.20, lines 3-41); 

- automatically generating a modified hierarchical tree structure representing the 
structural document in accordance with the translation rules and grouping options 
(Pasetes, col.20, lines 3-41); 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Pasetes into Hsing and Gajrar to resolve ambiguities of a 
structural document, such as XML and/or EDI, since this would have resolve confusing when 
translating a structural document, for not only XML document, but also for an EDI which has 
data loops that are not marked as loops. 
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Regarding claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Hsing teaches wherein the 
translation rules include rules for grouping elements of the structural document (Hsing, page 4, 
paragraphs 28 and 29; "grouping together all child nodes and branches"; Pasetes, col. 18, lines 
20-29). 

Regarding claim 3, which is dependent on claim 2, Hsing teaches wherein the rules for 
grouping are represented from the group consisting of: diversification of sub-tree tags, and 
identity of sub-tree tags (Hsing, page 4, paragraphs 28 and 29; grouping nodes having "ID" value 
of "2"; Gajraj, page 5; paragraphs 1 14-120 and figures 8-15; Pasetes, col. 17, lines 42-68 and 
col. 18, lines 20-29). 

Regarding claim 4, which is dependent on claim 3, Hsing teaches wherein the rules for 
grouping are represented as a two-column table wherein a first column of the table defines a 
plurality of nodes in the hierarchical tree structure, and a second column of the table defines a 
rule to be applied to grouping each of one of the plurality of nodes (Hsing, fig. 4 and page 5, 
paragraphs 28 and 29; SORTED EVEN TABLE is a table wherein a first column defines a 
plurality of nodes in DOM, such as node with different ID's value, and second column defines a 
rule, such as ADD, DELETE, or MODIFY to be applied to grouping each of plurality nodes). 

Regarding claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1, Hsing teaches wherein the 
hierarchical tree structure is Document Object Model, and structural document to be translated is 
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in a format selected from the group consisting of: flat file and Extensible Markup Language 
(Hsing, page 2, paragraph 22; and page 3, paragraph 26). 

Regarding claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1 , Hsing teaches wherein the step of 
automatically generating a modified hierarchical tree structure comprises processing each node 
of the hierarchical tree structure in accordance with the translation rules (Hsing, page 5, 
paragraphs 48-49; processing the hierarchical tree structure to delete the node having "ID" value 
of "2"; Pasetes, col.22, lines 18-27), automatically generating a dynamic table representing an 
interim translation of hierarchical tree structure and generating the modified hierarchical tree 
structure from the interim translation (Hsing, abstract and page 2, paragraph 19, updating the 
DOM tree using created event table which holds events corresponding to each mutation to the 
XML document; Pasetes, coL22, Hues 18-27). 

Regarding claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Hsing does not exphcitly disclose 
wherein the translation rules are generated by the user by means of a graphical user interface that 
displays to the user various data elements of the structural document represented as nodes in a 
hierarchical tree structure. 

Gajraj teaches user interface provides an intuitive method for generating translation rules 
(Gajraj, figures 7 and 17; page 5; paragraphs 103-1 13, 124; page 6; paragraph 128-133). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Gajraj 's GUI into Hsing to include a user interface that 
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displays to the user various data elements of a DOM tree, since this would have allowed users 
define rules besides predefined rules for accessing and manipulating the DOM tree. 

Claims 9-15 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 1-7, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim 17 is for a computer system performing the method of claim 8, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

8. Claims 8 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Hsin2 in view of Gairai and Pasetes as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 

Carter , US 5,878,419, patented 1999. 

Regarding claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1, Hsing and Gajraj teach the 
limitations of removing ambiguities from a structural document in claim 1 as explained above. 
Hsing does not explicitly disclose wherein the ambiguities to be removed from the structural 
document include data loops that are not marked as loops. 

Carter teaches Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) flat file format includes data loops that 
are not marked as loops (Carter, col.3, lines 2-8 and 18-29; and col. 10, line 5 - coLl 1, line 9, no 
position tags to indicate the presence of these loops). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Carter and Hsing and Pasetes to removing ambiguities 
from a structural document, such as XML and/or EDI flat file, since this would have removed 



Application/Control Number: 09/783,491 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

confusing for not only XML document, but also for a flat file which has data loops that are not 
marked as loops. 

Claim 16 is for a computer system performing the method of claim 8, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-17 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicants argue that Gajraj does not address ambiguities associated with data loops nor 
does generate a modified hierarchical tree structure. 

However, the combination of Pasetes, Hsing and Gajraj teaches this limitation as 
explained in the rejection above. 

Applicants argue that Gajrar uses static mapping tables and none of these tables are used 
for purpose of resolving ambiguities. 

This is not persuasive. Gajrar teaches mapping rule tables are saved for subsequence 
iterations of transformation (Gajrar, paragraph 128. Gajrar teaches if previous determined 
mapping are not available, ambiguities must be resolved by a user (fig. 16, box 380) or 
automatically selected (fig. 7, box 370), otherwise, using the previous determined mapping. 
Therefore, mapping tables are used for purpose of resolving ambiguities. 
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Applicants argue with respect to claim 2 that Gajraj cannot group together child nodes 
and branches. 

However, Hsing or/and Pasetes teaches generating a hierarchical tree structure and 
grouping elements of the structural document. 

Applicants argue with respect to claim 3 that Gajraj the tag information of the subject 
invention is relative to data within the document and Gajraj 's Ids are not nodes or tag. 

This is not persuasive, since the limitation of claim 3 does not mention the tag is relative 
to data within the document as applicants argue. 

Applicants argue with respect to claims 4-7 "are unique due to intermediate tree 
structure" and the concept of sub-tree tags in claim 4 and DOM in claim 5 are relative to 
intermediate tree. 

This is not persuasive, since the hmitation of claims 4-5 does not mention the relative to 
intermediate tree as applicants argue. 

Applicants argue that "claim 6 specifically cites the use of the interim tree structure 
which is not a feature of either Hsing or Gajraj" without providing any argument. 

Besides Hsing, Pasetes teaches interim tree structure which is used to transform a 
structure document (Pasetes, col.22, lines 18-27). 



Conclusion 
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10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent 
applicant's disclosure. 

Webber, US 5,909,570, filed 1997, teaches template mapping system for data translation. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thu V Huynh whose telephone number is (571) 273-4126. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S Hong can be reached on (571) 273-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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